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The MAILING DATE of this communication appears on the cover sheet with the correspondence address - 
Period for Reply 

A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) OR THIRTY (30) DAYS, 
WHICHEVER IS LONGER, FROM THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1.136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
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Status 

Responsive to communication(s) filed on 10 November 2003 . 
2a)D This action is FINAL. 2b)IEI This action is non-final. 

3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 1 1 , 453 O.G. 213. 

Disposition of Claims 

4) ^ Claim(s) 1-34 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) D Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) IEI Claim(s) 1-11 and 17-33 is/are rejected. 

7) £3 Claim(s) 10, 12-16, 26 and 34 is/are objected to. 

8) D Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) D The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10) S The drawing(s) filed on 10 November 2003 is/are: a)S accepted or b)D objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1 .85(a). 
Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 
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DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Objections 

1 . Claims 10 and 26 are objected to because of the following informalities: 
Claim 10 is dependent of itself. 

In claim 26, third line, the second "is" should be changed to - - if - 
Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

2. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

3. Claims 1 and 3 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Detlloff [US. 6,388,628]. 

In claim 1, Dettloff discloses a method, comprising: 

selectively interrogating radio frequency identification tags in an interrogation 
corridor such that only those tags having a selected value in a specified memory 
location respond to the interrogation; 

simultaneously receiving a response from all of the radio frequency identification 
tags having the selected value in the specified memory location; and 

detecting at least one radio frequency identification tag having the selected value 
in the specified memory location in the interrogation corridor if at least a partial 
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response is received (col. 5, I. 60- col. 6, 1. 32; col. 21, 1. 16-49; partial ID, col. 22, 1. 61- 
64). 

In claim 3, Dettloff discloses the step of selectively interrogating further 
comprises commanding the radio frequency identification tags having the selected value 
in the specified memory location to respond to the interrogation at the same time (col. 5, 
I. 60- col. 6, 1. 19). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claims 2, 4-9, 18-22, and 31-33 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Dettloff in view of Garber [US. 6,232,870] or Fukuoka [US. 
2004/0085208]. 

In claim 2, Dettloff does not disclose alarm indication if an RFID having a 
specified value is detected. Garber teaches an RFID tag having a stored value 
indicating a class of items, scanning the items and providing indication if the value is 
detected (claims 1-4) (see also Fukuoka, par. 38-39, 112, 114, 145, 146). It would have 
been obvious detecting a specific value or class identifier in a tag and generating 
indication is a common practice for an ordinary skill in the art. 
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In claim 4, Dettloff discloses interrogating comprises sending "Group ID" having a 
selected value (Application Family AFI would be obvious) (col. 21, 1. 16-49; col. 23, 1. 6- 
25). Fukuoka teaches AFI memory set to selected value (par. 38-39). 

In claims 5-9, Dettloff does not disclose the AFI memory location is set to a 
check-in value. Garber teaches an RFID tag could maintain a memory location to 
indicate the check-in status of an item (col. 17, 1. 3-5) and generate indication when 
compare RFID memory data with an established criteria providing a match (col. 16, 1. 
61-64; unauthorized removal of articles col. 1, 1. 30-31) (see also Fukuoka, par. 38-39, 
112, 114, 145, 146). It would have been obvious to an ordinary skill in the art to set a 
check-in value to a tag memory and read that memory first in a root search process for 
speeding up the checking process. 

In claims 18-19, Dettloff discloses a method comprising: 
interrogating radio frequency identification tags in an interrogation corridor to 
identify presence of those tags having a selected value in a specified memory location; 
simultaneously receiving a response from all of the radio frequency identification tags in 
the interrogation corridor; 

detecting a collision in at least two bits of the specified memory location; and 
detecting at least one radio frequency identification tag having the selected value 
(specified bit value) in the specified memory location in the interrogation corridor if a 
collision is detected (conflict when responding within the same time slot) (col. 5, 1. 60- 
col. 6, 1. 32; col. 23, 1. 6-25). Dettloff uses two bits for collision detection instead of one 
bit, however, for an ordinary skill in the art, the number of bits can be based on design 
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choice, for example only one bit of "1" or "0" would be needed for marking an item for 
check-in or check-out (Fukuoka, par. 38, 39, 112, 145, 146). 

In claim 20, Garber teaches detecting the check-in status of a tag, therefore it 
would have been obvious if there is no collision is detected the detecting algorithm 
would need to further determine whether tags has the check-in status. 

In claim 21 , Dettloff discloses an N-ary tree to detect at least one RFID that has a 
selected value (col. 23, 1. 6-25, col. 21, 1. 16-49). 

In claim 22, if the received response indicates that the specified memory location 
of the tag does not contain the selected value then it would have been obvious there is 
no tag having that value in the corridor. 

In claim 31, Dettloff discloses a method, comprising: detecting a collision 
between communications from radio frequency identification tags in an interrogation 
corridor (the reader receives response from two tags in the field having different group 
ID), and mark them for further investigation (col. 23, 1. 6-25). 

Dettloff states that the reader marks those responding tags for further 
investigation however alarm is not stated. Garber teaches generating an alarm when 
particular established criteria are detected (col. 16, 1. 61-64). It would have been 
obvious the device of Dettloff can be set to generating an alarm when a different value 
indicating collision is detected as design choice. 

In claim 32, Dettloff discloses a method, comprising: receiving a partial response 
from an RFID tag to determine the presence of the tag at the detecting field. Garber 
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teaches generating an alarm upon detection of a partial response such as the check-in 
status (see Garber col. 17, 1. 3-5, claim 4; and Fukuoka par. 145-146). 

In claim 33, although not disclosed, the partial response of Dettloff combined 
obviously comprises a start of frame because this field is the first one to be sent out in 
packet frame transmission. Fukuoka teaches the partial response comprises a SOF 
(par. 145). 

6. Claims 10, 11 and 30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Dettloff combined in view of Shuey [US. 6,816,538]. 

In claims 10 and 30, Dettloff does not disclose determine whether a valid start-of- 
frame (SOS) field was received. Shuey teaches in digital communication the 
determination of whether a valid start-of-frame (SOS) field was received is common 
practice to determine whether the signal reception is reliable. 

In claim 1 1 , it would have been obvious to an ordinary skill in the art, if a valid 
SOF were not received then there would be no RFID tag having a selected value 
responsive to the interrogation. 

7. Claim 17 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Dettloff 
in view of Ginter [US. 5,91 0,987]. 

In claim 17, Dettloff does not disclose creating a key for destroy command. 
Ginter teaches creating a key for destroy command (col. 57, 1. 30-51). It would have 
been obvious to an ordinary skill in the art, implementing a destroy command feature 
provide the user the ability to destroy an electronic article when it is subject to theft or 
tampering. 
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8. Claims 23-29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Dettloff alone (see claims 1 and 3) or Dettloff combined with Garber or Fukuoka above. 

In claims 23-29, Dettloff does not specify a computer readable medium in details 
however it would have been obvious to an ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made, to perform the method as claimed a computer readable medium 
would be needed (see rejections claims 1-3, 7-10). 

In claim 29, Dettloff discloses validation check of the received response (col. 23, 
I. 55-57). 

Allowable Subject Matter 

9. Claims 12-16 and 34 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base 
claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the 
limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 

Conclusion 

10. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Anne V. Lai whose telephone number is 571-272-2974. 
The examiner can normally be reached on 9:00 am to 6:30 pm, Monday to Thursday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Hofsass Jeffery can be reached on 571-272-2981. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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